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Conversation forms an important part of human social life. People spend most of their time 
interacting with one another. Through conversation people command, argue, complain, etc. 
In any conversation, a speaker might tend to dominate the other speaker(s) by controlling 
their interactional behaviour, also known as “conversational dominance”. Various studies 
have been conducted wherein different conversational strategies like interruptions, turn 
taking, amount of talk, topic control, etc. have been considered as a measure of 
conversational power and dominance (Lakoff, 1975; Zimmerman and West, 1975; 
Ferguson, 1977; Tannen, 1993). 
The present paper is aimed at studying conversational dominance in informal settings of 
Kashmiri speech community. It will study the amount and distribution of interactional 
features like interruptions, turn taking, amount of talk and topic control in same-gender as 
well as mixed-gender multiparty conversations. This paper will attempt to relate these tools 
of conversational dominance with the socio-psychological factors of the participants. It will 
use Conversation Analysis (CA) approach to linguistic research. 
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1. Introduction 
In society people have different social relations with each 
other. Some relations are based on power and some on 
solidarity.Power is the asymmetrical relationship where one 
speaker is at the power position while the other is at the 
subordinate position. Power is the asymmetrical relationship 
where one speaker is at the power position while the other is at 
the subordinate position. Whereas in a relationship of solidarity 
there is the symmetrical relationship between speakers 
(Hudson, 1996).These different social relations are reflected in 
their use of language. According to Brown and Gilman (1960), 
in any conversation between two people one person has the 
power to dominate and control the behaviour of the other 
interlocutor. According to them both the interlocutors cannot 
have the same level of power in the conversation. 
 
Conversational dominance is usually affected by many 
variables like gender, age, status, etc.Participants use different 
communicative strategies in order to dominate a conversation 
like interruptions, turn taking, amount of talk, topic control, 
etc.This paper will study these conversational tools as the 
ways of dominating a conversation and will attempt to relate 
these with the socio-psychological factors of the participants. 
 
Turn taking is the process through which a participant 
talking at the moment is changed. It is related to the allocation 
and acquisition of the turns i.e. exchange of turns in a 
conversation. It forms an important factor in the organization of 
conversation. It plays an essential role in structuring people’s 
social interactions in terms of control and regulation of 
conversations. 
 
Amount of talk, for the purposes of this paper, is 
measured in terms of the total number of words uttered by a 
single participant (in which case it is the amount of talk for that 
particular participant)  or all the participants (in which case it is 
termed as the total amount of talk in the conversation).  
 
Interruption is an instance of simultaneous talk which 
violates the other speaker’s right to holding floor/to speech 
within a conversation. West (1984) states “an interrupting 
speaker is engaged in violation of the current speaker’s right to 
be engaged in speaking”. Octigan and Niederman (1972) state 
“An interruption or overlap is taken as a violation and a sign of 
conversational dominance.” 
 
Topic control is the instance where a speaker 
successfully introduces a new topic in a conversation. The 
successful introduction of a topic involves its acceptance by 
the other participants in a conversation by contributing to the 
topic introduced, either in the form of full turns or minimal 
responses. 
 This paper will attempt to demonstrate the power play 
within a conversation and will relate it to the sociopsychological 
factors of the participants. 
 
2. Methodology 
For this study,naturally occurring conversations were 
recorded in an entirely informal context.As recording informal 
conversations such as between family members, friends, etc. 
presents the challenge of being almost inaccessible to an 
outsider, the data was collected from the social domain easily 
accessible for the researchers. In order to prevent the 
participants from being self-conscious and thus generating 
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contrived data, the conversations were first recorded without 
the participants’ awareness. The participants were later on 
informed and their consent obtained.The data was stored and 
handled in strict confidence and the participants were kept 
anonymous. 
 
In order to analyze the conversations Conversation 
Analysis (CA) approach was used. “Conversation Analysis 
(CA): an approach within social sciences that aims to describe, 
analyze and understand talk as a basic and constitutive feature 
of human social life. CA is a well-developed tradition with a 
distinctive set of methods and analytical procedures as well as 
large body of established findings.” (Sidnell, 2010). 
 
After being recorded, the conversations were meticulously 
transcribed using the Jefferson system of transcription notation 
(Jefferson, 2004). Each transcript was analyzed to find out the 
number of turns taken by the participants in each conversation 
based on the turn taking model (Sacks, et el.1974). In order to 
find out which participant holds the floor more, the amount of 
talk was determined by counting the number of words spoken 
by each participant. To study the topic control, the number of 
times new topics were introduced was analyzed along with the 
participant who introduced a new topic which was successfully 
accepted by other co-conversationalists. Then to find out 
interruptions, instances of simultaneous speech were 
analyzed. The number of times each participant interrupted 
others was determined in order to find out which participant 
interrupted others more. All the analyzed data was then 
tabulated for data interpretation. 
 
3. Analysis 
Conversation 1 
This is a female-female conversation with four 
participants. This conversation takes place at a condolence 
meet where the women have gathered to offer 
condolences.The duration of the conversation is 14:67 
minutes. 
 
i. Participant Profile 
The social profile of the participants involved in the 
conversation is given in the table below: 
Participant Gender Age 
(years) 
Education Profession 
A F 58 Less than 
10th 
standard 
House 
maker 
B F 45 Graduate Nurse 
C F 50 Less than 
10th 
standard 
House 
maker 
D F 50 Less than 
10th 
standard 
House 
maker 
Table 1.1: Participant profile 
 
ii. Conversational tools used by the participants 
The amount and the distribution of the different 
conversational tools used by the participants in the 
conversation is given below: 
 
a) Turn-taking and Amount of talk 
In order to analyze how much floor each participant held, 
their number of turns and the amount of talk has 
beendeterminedand tabulated below: 
Participant Amount of talk (words) Number of Turns 
A 1509 73 
B 334 38 
C 97 13 
D 350 40 
Total 2290 164 
Table 1.2: Turn taking and Amount of Talk 
 
Given the amount of talk and the number of turns taken by 
A, it can clearly be seen that A occupies the floor much more 
than the others. Although the number of turns taken by B might 
lead us to the conclusion that B occupies the floor half as much 
as A. This conclusion is proved wrong if the amount of talk is 
taken into consideration. A talks over four times as much as B 
and D and over fifteen times as much as C. It is clear that D 
and B occupy the floor almost equally. C occupies the floor for 
the least amount of time and only uses ninety-seven (97) 
words in thirteen (13) turns. Therefore, in terms of the floor 
occupied A is the most dominant participant in the 
conversation. 
 
b)  Topic Control 
Number of times a new topic was introduced by a 
participant or a shift towards an already discussed topic 
occurred, has been determined and tabulated below: 
Participant Topics Introduced 
A 12 
B 0 
C 1 
D 0 
Table 1.3: Topic Control 
 
Now in terms of topic control again A emerges as the most 
dominant participant in the conversation. Among the four 
participants she is the only one who introduces most topics 
(12) followed by C who introduces a new topic only once. 
While B and C are not in a position to control topic. 
 
c)  Interruptions 
Instances of simultaneous speech were analyzed and 
number of interruptions determined. The number of times 
aparticipant interrupted others participants is given below: 
Who interrupts whom Number of interruptions 
A interrupts D 1 
B interrupts D 1 
C interrupts A 1 
B interrupts A 2 
D interrupts A 2 
D interrupts B 1 
Table 1.4: Who interrupts whom and how many times? 
 
Total number of times each participant interrupts and is 
interrupted by other participants in the conversation: 
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Participant Interrupted others Interrupted by others 
A 1 5 
B 3 1 
C 1 0 
D 3 2 
Table 1.5: Total count of interruptions 
 
In terms of interruptions, both B and D have interrupted 
other participants more and with equal number of interruptions 
(3). While A and C have interrupted other participants only 
once.However, A is interrupted 5 times by other participants 
and C is not interrupted at all during this conversation. 
 
d)  Average Reception and Delivery 
 Average Reception (AR) 
In order to find out the Average Reception of a particular 
participant, his/her amount of talk will be subtracted from the 
Total amount of talk of all participants and then divided by the 
number of times he/she interrupted others. 
AR =(Total amount of talk - Amount of talk of that 
participant) / 
Number of times interrupted other participants 
 
This is a measure of the amount of talk a participant in a 
conversation listens to on average before he/she takes the 
floor by interrupting others. 
 
 Average Delivery (AD) 
In order to find out the Average Delivery of a particular 
participant, his/her amount of talk will be dividedby the number 
of times interrupted by other participants. 
 
AD   = Amount of talk of the participant /Number of times 
interrupted by other participants 
 
This is a measure of the amount of talk a participant is 
able to deliver on average before he/she is interrupted. 
Participant AR  
(words/ 
interruption) 
AD 
(words/ 
interruption) 
A 781 301.8 
B 652 334 
C 2193 97 
D 646.66 175 
Table 1.6: Average Reception and Delivery 
 
On analyzing Average Reception and Delivery of each 
participant, it is observed thatDis the leastreceptive and also 
has the second least average delivery.Shelistens to all the 
participants with Average Reception (AR) of 646.66words 
before interrupting anyone and talks with Average Delivery 
(AD) of 175 words before anyone interrupts her. She is 
followed by B as second least receptive participant in this 
conversation with AR 652.However, B has the highest average 
delivery of 334. WhereasC is the most receptive participant 
with AR 2193and AD 97. As C is not interrupted by any 
participant during this conversation her total amount of talk is 
treated as her average delivery. After C, A is the second most 
receptive partner with AR 781. 
 
From the analysis, A is the most dominant participant in 
the conversation but she is also among top two receptive 
participants. This shows that if a participant is most dominant 
in a conversation they don’t have to be least 
receptive.Although B and D interrupt other participants more 
than A, the effect is more than offset by the amount of talk, 
turns taken and the number of times the topic is changed by 
A.Given the observation that the elderly females have a 
dominant role to play in condolence meets in Kashmiri society, 
it is not surprising that A,who is considerably older than the 
other participants, occupies the floor as much as she does. 
She has considerably more experience in life than the other 
participants. Because A’s educational status is same as that of 
C and D and lower than that of B, the dominant behaviour in 
conversation can only be attributed to the difference of age. 
 
Conversation 2 
This is a male-male conversation involving three friends. 
This conversation takes place in a restaurant and on the way 
back from the restaurant.The duration of the conversation is 
16:39 minutes. 
 
i. Participant Profile 
The social profile of the participants involved in the 
conversation is given in the table below: 
Participant Gender Age 
(years) 
Education Profession 
A M 25 Graduate Unemployed 
B M 29 Scholar Unemployed 
C M 25     10th 
standard 
Unemployed 
Table 2.1: Participant profile 
 
ii. Conversational tools used by the participants 
The amount and the distribution of the different 
conversational tools used by the participants in the 
conversation is given below: 
 
a) Turn-taking and the Amount of talk 
In order to analyze how much floor each participant held, 
their number of turns and the amount of talk have been 
determined and tabulated below: 
Participant Amount of talk  
(words) 
Number of Turns 
A 695 111 
B 858 123 
C 401 71 
Total 1954 305 
Table 2.2: Turn taking and Amount of Talk 
 
In this conversation, B emerges as dominant participant. 
He holds the floor more than the other two participants by 
using more turns (123) and more amount of talk (858) than the 
other two participants in the conversation. While C is the 
participant with least number of turns (71) and least amount of 
talk (401). 
 
b)Topic Control 
Number of times a new topic was introduced by a 
participant or a shift towards an already discussed topic 
occurred, has been determined and tabulated below: 
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Participant Topics Introduced 
A 5 
B 9 
C 3 
Table 2.3: Topic Control 
 
In terms of topic control, again B is dominant as he 
changes topics more than A and C. He changes topics nine (9) 
times which are successfully accepted and carried on by the 
other participants in the conversation,showing his control over 
the conversation. 
 
c) Interruptions 
Instances of simultaneous speech were analyzed and 
number of interruptions determined. The number of times a 
participant interrupted others participants is given below: 
 
Who interrupts whom Number of interruptions 
A interrupts B 2 
B interrupts A 2 
A interrupts C 1 
Table 2.4: Who interrupts whom and how many times? 
 
Total number of times each participant interrupts and is 
interrupted by other participants in the conversation: 
Participant Interrupted others Interrupted by others 
A 3 2 
B 2 2 
C 0 1 
Table 2.5: Total count of interruptions 
In terms of interruptions, A and B stand equal as both 
participants interrupt one another twice. However, A interrupts 
C once whereas C doesn’t interrupt anyone.  
 
d) Average Reception and Delivery 
Participant AR(word/interruption) AD(words/interruption) 
A 419.66 347.5 
B 548 429 
C 1553 401 
Table 2.6: Average Reception and Delivery 
 
From the table above, it is observed that their ADs vary 
along a very short range from 347.5 to 429 which reflects the 
fact that they share a solidarity relationship among 
themselves.However, as per their average receptions are 
concerned C appears to be most receptive followed by B and 
A. Although B’s AD (429) is not much higher than that of A 
(347.5) and C (401), he is able to survive on the floorthe most 
at a single stretch. 
 
Thus, taking all the above factors into consideration B 
emerges as the dominant speaker followed by A. Given the 
fact that all the three participants belong to the same age 
group, have the same gender and same social background 
and live in the same region, the dominance pattern can easily 
be attributed to the educational qualifications of the three 
participants where B is a research scholar, A a graduateand C 
a matriculate. 
 
Conversation 3 
This is a male-male conversation with three participants 
travelling in a car. The duration of the conversation is 5 
minutes. 
 
i.Participant Profile 
The social profile of the participants involved in the 
conversation is given in the table below: 
Participant Gender Age 
(years) 
Education Profession 
A M 62 Less than 
10th 
standard 
Mechanic 
B M 62 Less than 
10th 
standard 
Allotment 
Officer 
C M 50 10th 
standard 
Government 
Employee 
Table 3.1: Participant profile 
 
ii. Conversational tools used by the participants 
The amount and the distribution of the different 
conversational tools used by the participants in the 
conversation is given below: 
 
a)Turn-taking and Amount of talk 
In order to analyze how much floor each participant held, 
their number of turns and the amount of talk have been 
determined and tabulated below: 
 
Participant Amount of talk (words) Number of Turns 
A 125 14 
B 356 21 
C 111 11 
Total 592 46 
Table 3.2: Turn taking and Amount of Talk 
 
It is evident from the fact that B uses considerably more 
turns (21) and words (356) than the other two participants in 
the conversation, that B occupies the dominant role or has 
more power in the conversation.  
 
b) Topic Control 
Number of times a new topic was introduced by a 
participant or a shift towards an already discussed topic 
occurred, has been determined and tabulated below: 
Participant Topics Introduced 
A 2 
B 3 
C 3 
Table 3.3: Topic Control 
 
The changes in topic are almost evenly distributed 
between the participants and therefore cannot be said to 
contribute significantly to the dynamics of power within the 
conversation. 
 
c)  Interruptions 
Instances of simultaneous speech were analyzed and 
number of interruptions determined. The number of times a 
participant interrupted others participants is given below: 
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Who interrupts whom Number of interruptions 
A interrupts C 1 
C interrupts B 1 
Table 3.4: Who interrupts whom and how many times? 
 
Number of times each participant interrupts others and is 
interrupted by others: 
Participant Interrupted others Interrupted by 
others 
A 1 0 
B 0 1 
C 1 1 
Table 3.5: Total count of interruptions 
In terms of interruptions, A and C stand equal as both 
participants interrupt others once. However, A is not 
interrupted by any participant and B doesn’t interrupt anyone.  
 
d) Average Reception and Delivery 
Participant AR 
(words/ interruption) 
AD 
 (words/interruption) 
A 467 125 
B 236 356 
C 481 111 
Table 3.6: Average Reception and Delivery 
 
B emerges dominant participant as he has the least 
Average Reception of 236 and the highest Average delivery of 
356. However, A and C have almost similar ARs and ADs. 
Given the fact that all three participants are males, this 
dominant behavior must be the result of socio-psychological 
factors other than gender. Although B and C occupy social 
positions considered more or less equally prestigious in our 
society(both having jobs which are considered prestigious), we 
can easily see that B is older than C by 12 years and has the 
advantage of age over C. Although B has the same age as A 
(and therefore cannot be said to have advantage of age over 
A), he enjoys a position of power in a non-government 
organization which A lacks.  
 
The slight difference in the positions of A and C despite 
the huge advantage of age can only be attributed here to the 
difference in their jobs (C’s job is more prestigious than A’s). 
 
Conversation 4 
This is a mixed-gender conversation. It isan informal 
religious discussion involving three males and a female.  
 
i. Participant Profile 
The social profile of the participants involved in the 
conversation is given in the table below: 
Participant Gender Age 
(years) 
Education Profession 
A M 40 10+2  Government 
employee (low 
level) 
B M 60 Less than 
10th 
standard 
Shopkeeper 
C F 45 Graduate House maker 
D M 50 Graduate Businessman 
Table 4.1: Participant profile 
ii. Conversational tools used by the participants 
The amount and the distribution of the different 
conversational tools used by the participants in the 
conversation is given below: 
 
a) Turn-taking and the Amount of talk 
In order to analyze how much floor each participant held, 
their number of turns and the amount of talk have been 
determined and tabulated below: 
Participant Amount of talk (words) Number of Turns 
A 1503 80 
B 93 20 
C 525 53 
D 294 39 
Total 2415 192 
Table 4.2: Turn taking and Amount of Talk 
 
In terms of amount of talk and turn taking A is the 
dominant participant. He holds the floor more by using more 
turns (80) and words (1503) than the other three participants. 
Following him at the second place is C. She holds the floor by 
53 turns and 525 words.While the rest of the two participants 
(B and D) who are male are not dominant in this conversation.  
 
b)  Topic Control 
Number of times a new topic was introduced by a 
participant or a shift towards an already discussed topic 
occurred, has been determined and tabulated below: 
Participant Topics Introduced 
A 10 
B 1 
C 5 
D 2 
Table 4.3: Topic Control 
 
In case of topic change as well, participant A emerges 
dominant as he introduces new topics 10 times. He is followed 
by C who introduces topics 5 times while B and D introduce 
topics 1 and 2 times respectively.  
 
c) Interruptions 
Instances of simultaneous speech were analyzed and 
number of interruptions determined. The number of times a 
participant interrupted others participants is given below: 
Who interrupts whom Number of interruptions 
A interrupts B 1 
C interrupts A 3 
D interrupts C 1 
A interrupts C 2 
B interrupts A 1 
C interrupts D 1 
Table 4.4: Who interrupts whom and how many times? 
 
Number of times each participant interrupts others and is 
interrupted by others: 
Participant Interrupted others Interrupted by others 
A 3 4 
B 1 1 
C 4 3 
D 1 1 
Table 4.5: Total count of interruptions 
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Given the number of interruptions, C interrupts other 
participants more with 4 interruptions. She is followed by A with 
3 interruptions while B and D interrupt only once. 
 
d) Average Reception and Delivery 
Participant AR(words/ 
interruption ) 
AD 
(words/interruption) 
A 304 375.75 
B 2322 93 
C 472.5 175 
D 2121 294 
Table 4.6: Average Reception and Delivery 
 
Although A is the youngest and is not the most educated 
among the participants, his dominance in this conversation can 
be attributed to his being an expert in the religious matters. As 
this is a religious discussion A holds the power to control this 
conversation.C plays the supportive role to A by asking 
questions. From the tableabove, it is evident that A listens least 
of all the participants with an AR of just 304 and talks the most 
of all the participants with an AD of 375.75.It can clearly be 
seen that B is the most receptive followed closely by D who is 
followed by C and A. B and D spend most of their time listening 
to the other participants in the conversation; probably because 
the conversation at hand is about religious matters and A is 
generally accepted as an authority on such matters despite his 
age. C gets to deliver as much talk as she does because, as 
mentioned earlier she plays the typical role of a supportive 
female to A. 
 
4. Conclusion 
This study involved the examination of four informal 
multiparty conversations among Kashmiri speakers with varied 
socio-psychological attributes and in different types of informal 
contexts with the aim of getting an overall picture of how the 
dominance pattern in these conversations is related to the 
socio-psychological attributes of the participants. In order to 
determine the dominance status of the different participants in 
a conversation with respect to each other such well-
established tools as interruptions, floor holding (number of 
turns and the amount of talk) and topic control were put to use. 
Once the dominance status was established, an attempt was 
made to relate it to the socio-psychological factors such as 
Age, Education, Profession, Religion and Gender. It can be 
said that the older one is, the more prestigious a job one 
possesses, the more educated one is and the more knowledge 
one has of religion, the more currency they gain in a 
conversation. It must be stressed here that religion is the 
strongest socio-psychological factor because, as demonstrated 
in the last conversation, it overwhelms both age and education. 
The last conversation further provided us with an example of 
the typical supportive role that a female in this society is 
supposed to provide. 
 
It was also demonstrated in the first and second 
conversations that the dominant participant in a conversation 
does not necessarily need to be the least receptive as 
exemplified in the last conversation. 
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